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Introduction 
 
This paper describes the history and development of the ‘Research Supporting Practice 
in Education’ research program at OISE.  Its purpose is to contribute to the literature on 
knowledge mobilization but also to the literature on the development of university-based 
research teams and programs that have both an applied and an academic focus.   
 
 
Background and personal interest 
 
My interest in the relationship between research and practice goes back 40 years, to my 
service on a school board in suburban Winnipeg (Levin, 1975).  Even that early, I was 
interested in the evidence base for school policy and practice decisions.  I was struck by 
how often proposals were brought forward to the board on the basis of the preference of 
an administrator or a successful example in another school, or how often the school 
board was prepared to make decisions without evidence other than personal opinion or 
an occasional experience.  It was already clear to me that a variety of considerations 
other than evidence were powerful forces on decision-making in organizations. 
 
When I began my graduate studies in education, I spent a great deal of time reading the 
research (in those days often on microfiche from the ERIC system) related to various 
issues.  At the end of my masters program I took on the role of the first Executive 
Director of the Manitoba Education Research Council.  The Council was a joint 
endeavour of a variety of Manitoba education groups, including teachers, school 
trustees, the university faculties of education, and superintendents, with some support 
also from the Department of Education.  During my tenure, the Council launched a 
couple of projects related to sharing the results of research, including an inventory of 
education research in Manitoba, and a ‘research bulletin’ that provided a one page 
summary of research findings on issues of interest, such as class size (yes, even then!), 
French Immersion programs, and ability grouping.    
 
Trying to create the Manitoba research inventory provided an important lesson.  The 
seemingly evident idea that people should have access to current research through some 
kind of data base turned out to be quite difficult in practice as we struggled with the 
question of what ‘counted’ as research, and whether and how one would take quality 
into account in including items in an inventory.  Although the problem of access has 
now largely been solved through technology, the challenges around what to include in a 
research database were significant.  Should we include whatever others chose to 
contribute?  Did opinion pieces count as research?  Did we need some kind of quality 
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control, and if so what?  It is clear that these debates remain today just as lively as they 
were then.   
 
This interest in the relationship between research, policy and practice followed me into 
all my subsequent jobs, particularly as Chief Research Officer for the Peel Board of 
Education and as Director of Planning and Research for the Manitoba Department of 
Education, and then as a professor in .  In each role we tried to improve the 
communication of research results to practitioners, in particular focusing on 
communicating the overall results of bodies of evidence in short forms that we thought 
would be more likely to be read and used by people outside academia.  In my more 
explicit research roles I was also involved in efforts to do more analysis with internal 
administrative data, and to build more and stronger connections between researchers and 
their potential audiences.  I also wrote sporadically about issues related to research and 
its connection to policy and practice (Levin, 1982, 1986, 1987, 1991, 1993). 
 
The concern with research was also a major issue for me in both my roles as deputy 
minister of education – in Manitoba from 1999-2002 and more recently in Ontario.  In 
each case, the department had no organized research capacity when I started, so this had 
to be built.  In Manitoba we created a ‘Research Branch’ but also a broader strategy of 
using research and evidence in the work of the Department of Education.  When the ‘K-
S4 Strategy for Student Success’, the Department’s priority statement, was released in 
2001, it was infused with research evidence.  Among other developments, a Department 
staff person, Heather Hunter, led the development of the Manitoba Education Research 
Network, a consortium of groups across the province that is still active in supporting 
research connections and research sharing.   
 
While still with the Manitoba Department of Education, I was invited by SSHRC 
President Marc Renaud to be part of an advisory group to a new research initiative called 
the’ Initiative on the new Economy’.  Marc brought to SSHRC a determination to 
strengthen, and to demonstrate the strength of, the impact of social sciences and 
humanities research, in part because he knew that a sense of impact was vital to 
SSHRC’s budget especially given attacks on it by the National Citizens’ Coalition.  He 
created a vice-presidential position for what SSHRC started calling ‘knowledge 
mobilization’, or the linking of research to decisions, policies and practices in the larger 
world.  This small team tried to increase the attention within SSHRC to the use and 
impact of the work it funded, an effort that continues, albeit in different forms, under 
Marc’s successors. 
 
In Ontario the approach was somewhat different.  In 2004 there was no research unit in 
the Ministry of Education, though a considerable amount of research-related activity was 
happening in an unplanned way.  Over the next few years, the Ministry not only built its 
own research capacity, but also created and implemented an ‘Ontario Education 
Research Strategy’ (described more fully in Campbell & Fulford, 2009 and Levin & 
McMillan, 2011), so that today in Ontario there is a significant infrastructure to support 
education research in the Ministry and across the education sector.   
 



4 
 

My experience in government had a dramatic impact on my thinking about the role of 
research.  It was clear to me that research did matter in government but that it mattered 
much less than did political factors, or rather it mattered depending on how research was 
taken up in the broader political process (Levin, 2005).  This was not a new insight, 
having been addressed by others such as Wildavsky (1979) or Weiss (1979) but it was 
still not widely understood among researchers, and when it was, was seen as a 
deficiency of government rather than an inevitable corollary of democratic decision-
making.   
 
In 2002, when I left the Manitoba government to return to The University of Manitoba, 
SSHRC invited me to serve as their first ‘Visiting Fellow’ on knowledge mobilization.  
As part of that work, I developed the original paper that underlies the current work of the 
RSPE team (Levin, 2004).  The ideas in this paper were presented several times in 
various venues and had a very good response.  They were also deeply interesting to me.  
Consequently, when I was appointed in 2004 to a Canada Research Chair at the Ontario 
Institute for Studies in Education, I decided to focus this position on ‘knowledge 
mobilization’ in relation to research in education.  The proposal made to the Canada 
Foundation on Innovation regarding my appointment at OISE laid out a number of 
dimensions that I expected to explore in this regard.  Due to my appointment as deputy 
minister in Ontario, I did not take up the Chair until early 2007, so that is when this story 
really begins.  
 
Developing the RSPE team and program 
 
The privilege of holding a Canada Research Chair is that these positions come with a 
reduced teaching assignment, CFI funds for equipment and capital, and some base funds 
to conduct research.  This made it possible to begin developing the RSPE program 
immediately upon starting officially at OISE.   
 
The key aspects of this work were to develop (and secure funding for) various projects 
and activities, and to build the team of people who could undertake that work, especially 
involving graduate students.   
 
From the beginning I had in mind to develop a program of empirical work on knowledge 
mobilization.  My work for the 2004 paper made it evident that the field of knowledge 
mobilization, or of research sharing or knowledge transfer, was not itself well grounded 
in evidence.  There was not all that much empirical evidence altogether and much of it 
was weak, relying on people’s self-reports of their practices in regard to research 
through surveys or interviews.  Many critical questions were crying out for fuller 
empirical investigation. 
 
However I also wanted to practice aspects of knowledge mobilization as I was learning 
about it, not just study or write about them.   Indeed, it would be rather a contradiction to 
study knowledge mobilization without making some efforts to do knowledge 
mobilization.   
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The research literature has much to say about research methods and research results, but 
much less to say about how research programs are created and sustained.  Yet it is clear 
that productive and sustained team efforts are vital to building programs of research, and 
in turn sustained programs of research are vital to creating and sharing research 
knowledge.  Only research teams have the wherewithal to undertake a range of related 
studies over time and so to build expertise and knowledge (Wuchty, Jones & Uzzi, 
2007).   
 
A team approach allows faculty and graduate students to work together on related 
interests.  Since graduate students play a key role in enabling research, and given their 
timelines of 3-4 years of participation, a team environment works well.  It allows 
graduate students to learn from other students who are further along while also 
organizing their dissertations around the overall theme, and it creates the intellectual and 
practical synergies of having several people reinforcing and supporting each other’s 
work, thus tending to improve the quality and timeliness of the dissertations being done.  
Teams are also in a stronger position to build ongoing links with partners, and to create 
programs of publication and other forms of dissemination.    
 
In the area of KM, much of the valuable work has come from teams working over time, 
such as those of Jon Lavis at McMaster in health (Lavis et al., 2003; Lavis, 2006) , 
Rejean Landry at Laval in management (Amara et al., 2004; Belkhodja et al., 2007), and 
Sandra Nutley at Edinburgh in social policy broadly (Nutley, Walters & Davis, 2007). In 
education, sustained research teams in any area are not very common, and work on 
knowledge mobilization has also been relatively sparse – certainly in comparison to 
health.  Many of the consistent contributors to KM writing in education have been in 
England – notably Judy Sebba at Sussex (2007), David Gough and the EPPI-Centre at 
London (eppi.ioe.ac.uk), and Philippa Cordingley and her CUREE team (Cordingley, 
2008; www.curee-pacts.com).   However Milbrey McLaughlin at Stanford has worked 
consistently in this area (McLaughlin, 2008) and some of her former students, such as 
Cynthia Coburn (2009) are also leaders in it. 
 
Between its inception in 2007 and now, the Research Supporting Practice in Education 
(RSPE) team at OISE has taken on a range of research projects, has built a set of 
partnerships, has included about perhaps twenty students in various capacities, and has 
produced a substantial set of academic and non-academic publications as well as other 
networking activities.  A fuller picture of these activities is available at 
www.oise.utoronto.ca/rspe. 
 
Much of the work done by the RSPE team grows out of Levin’s 2004 paper for SSHRC, 
which defined a range of issues from variability in the central ideas to lack of good 
evidence to the three-part framework of ‘producers’, ‘users’ and intermediaries (see 
Figure 1 for the current incarnation of this framework, from Levin, 2011).  At the same 
time, work done by our team and many others (Cooper & Levin, 2009; Levin, 2011) has 
contributed to the further development of these ideas and to new insights into the ways 
in which research knowledge connects with practice and policy in education. 
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Figure 1 – A model of research knowledge mobilization (revised, Levin 2011) 

 
This work was planned only in the loosest sense.  That is, we started with a focus and an 
intention, but specific projects and activities largely emerged serendipitously from the 
interests of faculty and students, and from our interaction with various partners.  Each 
project was a contribution in its own right, but each project also generated ideas for 
additional related work.   
 
Our work has had 3 main components: academic empirical studies, practical knowledge 
mobilization work, and efforts to strengthen the larger community of interest around 
knowledge mobilization in education.  The next section describes the main work in each 
of these areas. 
 
Empirical studies 
 
1. Research use and its impact in secondary schools 
 
This study, conducted in partnership with and funded by the Canadian Education 
Assocation, investigated research culture, leaders’ knowledge about relevant educational 
research, and the effect of interventions on research knowledge and use in secondary 
schools 10 Canadian school districts.  We found that the schools and districts tend to 
lack formalized research capacity, resources or time to engage with research. Our goal 
was to see whether relatively simple interventions can actually change educators’ use 
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and knowledge of research, but the interventions we developed were not fully 
implemented in most cases and appeared to have only modest impact.  The final report 
of this study (Levin, Sá , Cooper & Mascarenhas, 2009) is available at www.cea-ace.ca. 
 
2. Knowledge mobilization in Faculties of Education  
 
This study, funded by SSHRC, examines the ways that Canadian universities and 
faculties of education, in comparison with leading international faculties, try to make 
their research more accessible to the broader education community.  The study had two 
phases.  In the first (Sá, Li &Faubert, 2011), we interviewed deans and other leaders in 
15 faculties of education about their KM practices.  We found that very few had serious 
organized efforts to extend their research sharing beyond the usual academic vehicles of 
publications and conference presentations.  It was difficult for an outsider to know what 
research universities were doing, let alone what its implications might be. 
   
In the second phase, currently being completed, we have surveyed more than 100 
academic researchers who received SSHRC grants for education in recent years and 
asked about their KM activities.  Those results are being reported elsewhere at this 
conference (Cooper, Rodway & Read, 2011).   
 
On the whole this study confirms our understanding that KM remains a low priority 
activity for most faculties of education and for most education researchers. 
  
3. Website Analysis 
  
It has been clear since the inception of the RSPE program that the internet is now the 
single most important means of finding and sharing research in education (Dede, 2000;  
Hartley & Bendixsen, 2001).  However there is very little research on KM via the web.  
Our first effort in this regard was to examine the knowledge mobilization practices of 
more than 100 education and other organizations, in Canada and beyond, as evidenced 
by information on their websites.  Websites are a prime means of communicating 
research, but there is little evidence on the kinds of strategies organizations use to 
support KM and how these are embodied on their websites.  Through inductive work we 
developed an assessment tool with which to measure and give feedback to organizations 
on their KM work as reflected on their website (Qi & Levin, 2010).  This tool has now 
been used to rate the activities of about 140 organizations of different kinds, and to draw 
conclusions about the extent of their work, which in most cases appears to be quite 
modest.  From this activity also came our current conceptualization of knowledge 
mobilization activities as falling into 3 main categories –creating products (print and 
electronic), holding events (conferences, seminars, PD events) and building networks 
(sustained interaction among groups of people). 
  
4. Use of Online Research Materials 
  
To further our understanding of the web as a main means of mobilizing research 
knowledge, we are studying how people use research materials posted on websites.  

http://www.oise.utoronto.ca/rspe/Empirical_Studies/Research_Use_in_Faculties_of_Education/index.html
http://www.oise.utoronto.ca/rspe/Empirical_Studies/Website_Analysis.html
http://www.oise.utoronto.ca/rspe/Empirical_Studies/Website_Analysis.html
http://www.oise.utoronto.ca/rspe/Empirical_Studies/Use_of_Online_Research_Material/index.html
http://www.oise.utoronto.ca/rspe/Empirical_Studies/Use_of_Online_Research_Material/index.html
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Working with a dozen partner organizations in Canada and internationally, we are using 
two different data sources: web analytics software that tracks visits to sites, pages 
visited, and so on; and a two-part survey to website visitors. The first part of the survey 
is administered when users download a research-related resource and asks questions 
about why the person has visited the website and what resources, if any, they found 
relevant to their needs. The second part is a follow-up survey, emailed to participants 30 
days later, to find out what they actually did with the research product - for example, 
shared it with colleagues, used it in professional development session, or did not use it at 
all.   
 
We have begun reporting results of these analyses to our partners; other results are 
reported at this conference (Edelstein & Levin, 2011; Edelstein & Shah, 2011).  This 
study will extend indefinitely, as interest among our partners is very high. 
 
5. Educators’ evaluation and use of research resources 
 
This study has just been funded by SSHRC for the next three years and work on it has 
not yet begun.  It will use panels of educators to evaluate various research resources in 
education in terms of their accessibility, practicality, relevance and other factors. 
 
KM projects 
 
A second major stream of work has involved projects to communicate research more 
effectively to various audiences.  This stream of work has involved several projects. 
 
The first of these was Research for Parents.  Funded by the Canadian Education 
Association, this project involves the creation of 250-300 word summaries of research in 
areas of interest to parents.  The summaries are distributed through the CEA’s network 
of schools and districts.  Principals are invited to use them in school newsletters or other 
appropriate vehicles.  In addition to writing the summaries, our team prepares a set of 
references and resource materials that appear on the CEA website (see ‘Research for 
Parents’) and on our project website.   
 
When this project was initiated the CEA had some skepticism about the take-up but the 
response was very enthusiastic and they have been widely used by schools (although we 
do not have any specific data on this).  The issues have subsequently been reprinted by 
the chain of ‘Metro’ newspapers in major Canadian cities, so have had very wide 
distribution.   
 
We then entered into an analogous agreement with the Elementary Teachers’ Federation 
of Ontario to produce ‘Research for Teachers’.  These are also brief summaries of 
research, but they are longer (about 500 words), written by experts in each area, and 
distributed by ETFO through its website.  This project is about to enter its second year. 
 
A third practical project is ‘Facts in Education’.  This is a panel of about 20 people with 
significant education experience and expertise.  We scan the media for stories with on 
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education factual errors and correct them, both to the media outlets, to all other media 
outlets, to major education groups and organizations, and on our blog 
(factsineducation.blogpost.com).  We have discovered that while many media stories 
have opinions we might dispute, or regard as unfounded, there are relatively few stories 
that contain clear factual errors, but these errors can be widely reported unless they are 
publicly addressed. 
 
A further project related to the work of the RSPE team is the meeting in June, 2011, of 
the International Alliance of Leading Education Institutions (IALEI).  This is a group of 
ten faculties of education, one in each of 10 countries around the world.  The group has 
an annual conference on a theme, and in 2011 the theme is knowledge mobilization.   So 
in mid-June, deans and lead researchers from the ten institutions will meet at OISE on 
this topic.  As well, there will be a one day seminar of the researchers and some Ontario 
parties interested in the topic, and a one day open conference, on June 15, for a broader 
community.  Dr Sandra Nutley from the University of Edinburgh, a world leader in this 
area, will be guest expert for all these events.  Her book with colleagues, Using 
Evidence (Nutley et al., 2007), remains an indispensable work for anyone interesting in 
how research relates to policy and practice.  Representatives from the World Bank and 
OECD are also participating in the June meetings.  Eight of the participating universities 
have prepared background papers on the state of mobilization of education research in 
their countries, and these, together with a synthesis paper now being drafted, are 
intended to be published in book form in 2012 but also distributed widely through the 
internet.   
 
The RSPE team is also working on the new Ontario Knowledge Network for Applied 
Education Research (KNAER), described more fully in another paper at this conference 
(Levin & Macmillan, 2011).  The KNAER is a significant effort by the Ontario Ministry 
of Education to increase KM activity in the education sector in Ontario, so builds 
significantly on work done by the RSPE team as well as many others across the 
province.  Amanda Cooper, an OISE Ph D student who was previously the coordinator 
of the RSPE team, is now the program manager for the KNAER.  The Network has 
already funded more than 20 projects, all of which are contributing to strengthening 
connections between research and practice.  As of now the government has not decided 
whether the Network will be funded beyond March 31, 2012.  However many of the 
relationships that are built through these mechanisms do tend to last irrespective of how 
they were initiated. 
  
Linkage projects 
 
My earlier work on KM convinced me that interpersonal relationships were key to 
knowledge having impact, much more than were documents or reports, common in 
academia, or even events such as workshops or conferences.  (These ideas are developed 
more fully in Levin, 2010 and 2011).  So part of the purpose of RSPE was to develop 
links among people interested in KM issues.  We have made several efforts to do this, 
but have been reminded of the common lesson of such efforts – that people are busy and 
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are not really looking for more forms of interaction unless they see a high value for time 
invested. 
 
First, we developed a listserv of people around the world interested in KM work in 
education, whether from an academic or policy perspective.  We have about 100 people 
from 10 countries on this list, which is only modestly active.  The RSPE team posts 
items from time to time, and others only very occasionally.  However most people on the 
list, when asked a year or so ago, wanted to stay on it.  For many people, being part of a 
network that is not very active is ideal, since they want to stay connected with others but 
cannot manage it if there are too many messages flowing. 
 
A second effort was to create a wiki and engage a small number of people in trying to 
produce, jointly, some basic statements of what we think we know about KM.  This 
project was unsuccessful on a first try; we simply did not get participation.  Again, this 
is not unlike many other similar efforts to create wikis or listservs or blogs; they die 
from lack of participation.   
 
The RSPE website is another vehicle for ongoing links with people.  We try to keep the 
website reasonably up to date with our work, including access to our conference papers 
and publications, access to related materials such as our survey instruments, and easy to 
find information on our main findings and conclusions.  Our site gets very modest use – 
3-400 visitors per month.  However the site was never intended to be a mass access site, 
as it is aimed primarily at other KM researchers.   
 
More substantive has been the development of active project partnerships.  I have 
already mentioned the project supported by the Canadian Education Association and the 
ETFO.  Both of these have been successful for both parties and produced synergies that 
can only occur in a partnership.  Our team also has other kinds of partnerships of various 
kinds, from informal and occasional interactions to participation in some of our projects 
(such as the organizations in the Use of Online Research project) to those who fund 
various of our activities.   
 
Partnerships in KM have huge potential because so many different people and 
organizations are interested.  Partners can be thought of as falling into several categories.  
Using Levin’s original (2004) distinction, people and organizations can be considered as 
falling into one or more of being research producers (such as universities), research 
consumers (such as schools) or research intermediaries who link the other two (such as 
think tanks or lobby groups).  In any given sector, there will be potential partnerships 
across these 3 kinds of roles.  However there are also partnership possibilities 
geographically – across regions, provinces, or countries; and across different fields of 
knowledge – for example the whole area of KM is more fully developed in health than it 
is in education, while the political science and management work on innovation and 
policy making also have much to contribute.  There are, then, a vast number of potential 
connections to be made, across organizations, roles, sectors, and places.  Indeed, the 
scale of the potential collaboration is daunting.  Peter Levesque, who is well known for 
his work in this area, once said that he had easily found several hundred planned events 
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related to knowledge mobilization in various areas taking place just in a period of a few 
months.   This means that while partnerships are attractive, indeed necessary, one must 
be cautious in deciding which partnership opportunities to pursue. 
 
 
Publishing 
 
The RSPE team has been very active in publishing or otherwise distributing its work 
(even though we recognize that publications are not the way to have the greatest impact).  
In 2010, the team produced, in total, some 30 papers, including conference papers, 
academic publications and professional publications, as well as making many formal and 
informal presentations on KM issues to various audiences.  These publications and 
events occurred not only in Canada but in the United States, Australia, New Zealand, 
and England. 
 
 
What have we learned 
 
What has been learned from these several years of effort, both about knowledge 
mobilization and about building a research team?   I have written about KM issues more 
fully elsewhere (Levin, 2010, 2011) but a few points can be made briefly. 
 
- There is wide interest in knowledge mobilization across roles, fields, countries and 
sectors, and growing connections among the various parties to share practices and ideas.  
There are increasing numbers of meetings, conferences, journals and websites, and 
increasing interest from governments and funders of research. 
- Debate continues, appropriately, on some key concepts in this area, including the range 
of different meanings for the central terms, ‘research’, ‘knowledge’ and ‘use’.  There is 
no single way to understand any of those ideas and different views about them have 
different connotations for how the work should be done. 
- The empirical base for KM practices remains weak.  Much work is carried out without 
good evidence as to its likely effectiveness.  In a new field this is inevitable and required 
for learning, provided that the activities are actually assessed as to impact.  Still, there 
remains a strong need for more research, using more sophisticated methods. 
- It is clear that KM is a social phenomenon much more than an individual one.  This 
means that research and practice both need to do more to understand how organizational 
settings and social practices facilitate or constraint KM work, rather than focusing on the 
knowledge or activities of individuals within organizations.   
- It is equally clear that much KM practice is not yet taking seriously enough this lesson 
about the importance of the social, in that in many settings, including in education, the 
system structures and processes to support effective use of research knowledge simply 
do not exist and are not being created. 
 
All of that suggests that we can look forward to the next few years being a very exciting 
time in this whole field as education strives to make much better use of a rapidly 
improving base of research evidence. 
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Building a research team and program 
 
The second area of learning to be explored in this paper is the task of building a research 
team and program.  Such structures are the norm in some fields, such as the sciences or 
engineering, where the normal organization of grants and graduate studies means that 
senior researchers have an array of more junior associates, from doctoral students to 
post-docs to junior faculty, all working on common projects.  In education this does not 
happen very much.  Research funding is generally inadequate to support teams, and is 
mostly based on one-time projects.  There is also still a widespread view in education 
that graduate students should define their own areas of research ab initio rather than 
basing their work on larger projects being done by their supervisors.  Many if not most 
graduate students are practitioners who do not plan to become researchers and who have 
little research background – in part because of the weak status of research within 
education practice (Levin, 2010).  The result is that most students focus on issues of 
immediate consequence to practice rather than on issues such as knowledge 
mobilization.  All of this works against the development of strong research teams, and 
against interest in KM.   
 
On the other hand, there is considerable interest among many students in being part of a 
team that works on common or related projects.  For students it provides more support 
for their work, a ready peer group with whom to exchange ideas, and a structure of work 
and expectations that makes it more likely their work will progress in a timely way.  A 
team can also provide more opportunities for students to make conference presentations 
and to write for publication. 
 
Since 2007, at least fifteen students have been part of the RSPE team in one way or 
another, almost all of them full-time students.  Two masters students and 5 doctoral 
students either have completed or are working on theses in the area of KM.  Others have 
been employed or worked as graduate assistant on various of the projects, sometimes for 
one year and sometimes for more.  In several cases, students have been able to use this 
experience to gain summer or term work experiences in other organizations.  I have co-
authored papers (academic or professional) with at least 9 different students.  Most 
members of the team have presented our shared work at CSSE, and a number of them at 
AERA as well, with their participation costs paid through the RSPE program.  As 
students move through their programs and gain in understanding of the RSPE work, they 
take on increasing responsibility for all aspects of the projects.  In general, each project 
involves more than one student, and each student participates in more than one project, 
with one student being the ‘lead’ in each case.  However I expect all the team members 
to have a broad awareness of all the work we are doing, and welcome them to participate 
to the degree they wish.  We meet as a team regularly to explore all aspects of our 
collective work, and we also meet regularly for seminars related to KM issues, involving 
either shared readings or guest experts.     
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Students also get the opportunity in the KM team to be part of both academic and 
applied projects, and usually to work with some of our partner organizations, which 
further expands the range of skills they develop. 
 
All of this seems a comfortable way to operate, which students enjoy and which 
engenders a good amount of productivity.  It relies, obviously, on enough funding to 
employ the students, and enough projects for them all to have meaningful work.  To 
date, the main limitation has been my own time as principal investigator, in terms of 
how many projects this can be spread over, and how many people I can supervise 
effectively.   
 
Building partnerships is another critical element of having an effective research team, at 
least in an applied field like KM.  Our connections to provincial organizations (such as 
the KNAER and the Ontario Ministry of Education Research and Evaluation Strategy 
Branch), to third party organizations (such as the Canadian Education Association or 
ETFO), and to other parts of the academic KM world (such as other teams at the 
University of Toronto in health sciences and social work, and to teams at other 
universities, such as the David Gough’s EPPI-Centre at the University of London or 
Sandra Nutley’s Research Utilization Research Unit at Edinburgh) have all been vital to 
keeping our work interesting and changing, and provided opportunities for students to 
work with or learn from top researchers elsewhere.  Our work has also been connected 
to international efforts such as by the OECD, the IALEI (see above), and the European 
Community.   
 
A central partnership has been that with the Ontario Ministry of Education.  Within the 
Ministry’s wide-ranging education research strategy, the RSPE team has contributed 
through the Ontario Education Research Panel (currently co-chaired by Levin), the 
Ontario Education Research Symposium, at which several team members have 
presented, the placing of graduate students in various temporary assignments in the 
Ministry,  and now through a lead role in the KNAER.   
    
Partnerships are also clearly related to funding, which is turn related to the program’s 
ability to recruit and sustain students.  This problem is somewhat diminished because 
OISE has a considerable number of fully-funded positions for students, but most of the 
students on my team are paid at least in part from research funds that I generate – again, 
similar to the model in science.  The combination of academic and applied work in the 
team also helps in this regard, since there are many more opportunities for funding for 
applied work than there are for traditional research studies. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Interest in knowledge mobilization has grown steadily since the origins of the RSPE 
program and team in 2007.  We have been able to build a significant program of 
research and applied projects that is contributing to knowledge about research 
mobilization, and undertaking a range of interesting applied projects.  The partnerships 
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created by the team have been an important element in virtually all its work and, of 
course, extend the impact of that work considerably. 
 
The RSPE model is not the only way to organize and build a research team, but it 
demonstrates the potential value and impact of a team as a means of satisfying the needs 
and interests of students, faculty, partner organizations and the education system as a 
whole. 
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